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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

On page 1 1 , applicant argues that the examiners motivation is to general and 
does not address why the specific proposed modification would have been obvious. 
While the applicant's points are understood, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The 
examiner notes that Rose discloses in column 2, lines 10-14, a problem that prior art 
coding systems have is being able to take advantage of additional information without 
causing undesirable conflicts in the system. Therefore, the Radha reference, combined 
with the teachings of Rose, would provide a system that operates more efficiently within 
the context of being able to use the additional information without causing undesired 
conflicts. Further, it appears applicant is attacking the references used in the prior art 
rejection individually and is alleging that the examiner uses hindsight construction to 
come up with applicant's claimed invention. However, such attempt has been 
considered by the court improper. The prior art rejection under 35 USC 103 is based on 
a combination of references. One cannot show non-obviousness by attacking 
references individually. In re Keller, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). Furthermore, In re 
McLaughlin, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971 ) states that "[T]he test for combining 
references is not what the individual references themselves suggest but rather what the 
combination of the disclosures taken as a whole would suggest to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. Any judgement on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning, but so long as it takes into account only knowledge 
which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made 
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and does not include knowledge gleaned from applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is improper[.]". Therefore the rejection has been maintained. 

On page 1 1 , applicant agues that the office fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness. While the applicant's points are understood, the examiner respectfully 
disagrees. As previously stated, Rose discloses in column 2, lines 10-14, a problem 
that prior art coding systems have is being able to take advantage of additional 
information without causing undesirable conflicts in the system. Therefore, the Radha 
reference, combined with the teachings of Rose, would provide a system that operates 
more efficiently within the context of being able to use the additional information without 
causing undesired conflicts. Rose further discloses in column 2 line 67 - column 3, line 
2, another problem of the standard approach is that no advantage is taken of the 
potentially superior prediction information. Therefore, the Radha reference, combined 
with the teachings of Rose, would provide a system that operates more efficiently within 
the context of being able to take advantage of the superior prediction information. 
Therefore the rejection has been maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Radha et al. (6639943), (hereinafter referred to as "Radha") in view of Rose (673181 1). 
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Regarding claims 1, 8, 9, 10, and 19, Radha discloses an apparatus that 
relates to fine granular coding that includes both quality and temporal scalability 
(Radha: column 1, lines 11-13). This apparatus comprises "generating a motion 
compensated prediction of a region of content" (Radha: figure 7, column 7, lines 
49-51 , wherein the motion compensated prediction is generated by the motion 
estimation block, the region of content is the frames/streams), "receiving an 
indication of whether there are first and second quantities of residual samples 
remaining" (Radha: figures 5A and 8A, wherein the residual samples are 
contained with the enhancement and base layers, the indication is the process 
from moving from one layer to the next. The examiner notes that the apparatus 
would not move from one layer to the next without all necessary data needed for 
further processing. Therefore a move from one layer to the next would indicate 
whether there are first and second quantities of residual samples) and "adding 
the first quantity of residual samples to the prediction" (Radha: figure 7, column 
3, lines 1 5-27). However, Radha fails to show the subtraction as claimed. Rose 
teaches that prior art coding systems cause undesired conflicts when trying to 
take advantage of additional information available to the enhancement layer 
(Rose: column 2, lines 10-14). To help alleviate this problem, Rose discloses 
"subtracting the second quantity of residual samples from the refined prediction 
value to generate a final representation" (Rose: figure 5, wherein the second set 
of residual samples is the multiple enhancement layers). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
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was made to take the apparatus disclosed by Radha and add the subtraction 
method taught by Rose in order to obtain an apparatus that operates more 
efficiently by being able to take advantage of additional information given to a 
system without causing undesired conflicts. 

Regarding claims 2 and 13, Radha discloses "the first and second residual 
samples are eight bit samples" (Radha: column 5, lines 37-45, wherein the pixel 
represents one byte or eight bits). 

Regarding claims 3, 14, and 17, Radha discloses "performing an inverse 
discrete cosine transform of decoded transform domain representation of 
residual differences to be added to the motion compensated prediction" (Radha: 
figure 10, wherein the inverse discrete cosine transform is the inverse DCT, the 
addition is performed by the adder (item 58), and the motion compensated 
prediction is performed by the motion compensation block). 

Regarding claims 4, 7, 12, and 18, although not disclosed, the region of 
content could comprise a macroblock (Official Notice). Doing so would have 
been obvious since macroblocks are well known in the MPEG environment. 

Regarding claims 5 and 16, Radha discloses "generating a prediction of 
media is performed by a graphics accelerator under the control of a decoder 
application" (Radha: figure 10, wherein the accelerator comprises the motion 
compensation and inverse DCT blocks). 

Regarding claim 6, Radha discloses "sending prediction control 
information necessary for generation of a motion compensated prediction to the 
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accelerator" (Radha: figure 10, wherein the accelerator comprises the motion 
compensation and inverse DCT blocks, the prediction control information is the 
enhancement and base layers and inverse quantization parameters), "sending an 
indication and the samples to the accelerator of whether the first and second 
samples are to be applied" (Radha: figures 5A and 8A, wherein the indication is 
the process from moving from one layer to the next indicating there are layers 
remaining), and "performing processing at the accelerator (Radha: figure 10, 
wherein the accelerator comprises the motion compensation and inverse DCT 
blocks which perform processing of the samples). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , note the examiners rejection for claims 5 and 6. 

Regarding claims 15 and 20, Radha discloses the complementary 
decoder performing the operations of the encoder disclosed in the preceding 
claims. The decoder also comprises an "application program interface" (Radha: 
column 9, lines 57-59, wherein the interface is the application that runs to obtain 
the user input). 

Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dave Czekaj whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
7327. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9 hours. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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